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Memorandum of Understanding

Use of Protected Species For Human Consumption

. The Minnesota Departments of Agriculture, Health, and Natural Resources
set forth this agreement to govern the conditions under which protected
species of wild animals may be utilized for human consumption. This agreement
is between the above mentioned Departments and has no standing with regard to

the use of protected wild animals taken by sportpersons for their own use.

Justification:

The participants in this agreement acknowledge the need to make maximum
use of protected wild animals for human consumption not inconsistent with
safeguarding public health. The protection of public safety shall be the
overriding principle governing the use of natural resource for human
consumption. Within that framework, evefy effort has been made to maximize
the use of natural resource products confiscated by DNR as a result of law

enforcement activities or accidental taking.

General Principles:

1. Natural Resources products, fish and game, when properly cleaned,
stored, and prepared are a healthy natural source of food for human
consumption. Any objections to the use of natural resource products stem from
improper or unknown cleaning, storage, or processing techniques, not the

products themselves.




2. Natural resource products processed at establishments licensed for
food preparation by the Department of Agriculture or Health are approved for
human consumption.

3. Natural resource products cleaned and stored by Conservation
Officers are approved for human'consumption provided processing and storage
procedures comply with the standards outlined in Appendix "A."

¢
Guidelines:

The following individual situations have been identified as typical of

how natural resource products are confiscated:

1. Roadchecks - Generally fish/game seized at roadchecks should not be
utilized for human consumption. The cleaning and storage procedures
cannot be established with any degree of certainty making the products

unsuitable.

2. Individual Confiscations - Confiscations of fish/game from
individual sportspersons in the field could be used for human
consumption if the cleaning and storage is not done by the alleged
violator. Cleaning and storage by a Conservation Officer or a licensed
establishment would allow the fish/game to be utilized for human

consumption.

3. Netting confiscations - Fish removed from nets by Conservation

Officers could be acceptable for human consumption provided they are
cleaned and stored by the officer or a licensed establishment. Fish

cleaned and stored by a fish cleaning service must be evaluated on a
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case by case basis to determine suitability for human consumption.

4. Undercover Purchases/Commercial Sejzures - Generally fish/game
resulting from this type of confiscation would not be acceptable for
human consumptibn. The cleaning and storage procedures cannot be
established with any deg?ee of certainty making the products unsuitable.
Individual situations where conservation officers, acting in an
undercover capacity, have first hand knowledge of cleaning and stdrage

procedures can be evaluated on a case by case basis.

5. Eishing Contest Donations - Fish taken during a fishing contest and
donated by the taker could be used for human consumption if cleaned and

stored by a conservation officer or licensed establishment.

6. Road Killed Big Game _Animals - Big game animals (deer, moose,

bear, elk) killed as a result of collisions with automobiles may be
acceptable for human consumption provided the applicable cleaning and
storage provisions of Appendix "A" are'met. Big game animals
confiscated as a result of violations may be acceptable for human
consumption if evaluated by a conservation officer and found suitable.
In the case of a violation and subsequent confiscation from a violator,
the conservation officer will base his/her evaluation on the applicable

provisions of Appendix "A."

7. Other Sources/Situations - Fish/Game originating from other sources

or in situations not covered by the Guidelines or General Principles

must be evaluated on an individual basis. The Minnesota Departments of

Agriculture and/or Health will assist with any special evaluation.




Review

This agreement.is subject to review and/or modification at the request

of any of the signatory agencies at any time.
Signatories
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'4

,ﬁ Vs Pusdsi bk

For Dept.

of Health

For Dept. of Natural Resources

Effective March 1, 1990




MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
MN DEPTS. AGRICULTURE, HEALTH, NATURAL RESOURCES

APPENDIX A

The following items are guidelines that Conservation Officers should consicer
in evaluating fish and wild game that is seized to determine whether or not it
is suitable for human consumption.

1.

All fish and wild game which are to be considered for human consumption
should be in a wholesome condition and have been stored at temperatures
of 40 F or less. If the fish and wild game have been frozen, they should
be thawed at refrigeration temperatures, under cold running water or as
a part of the cooking process (such as a microwave oven).

Evisceration of fish and wild game is critical and must be accomplished
as soon as possible after the death of the animal and at least within two
hours. Evisceration of salvageable fish and wild game could be
postponed for a reasonably longer period of time when the fish and wild
game have been subjected to colder temperature (below 40 F).

The University of Minnesota Agricultural Extension Service recommends
that northern pike and pan fish should not be frozen longer then 7-9
months; they also recommend that wild game birds and animals not be kept
in a frozen state longer than 9 months.

The containers used for transporting fish and wild game after it has
been processed should be constructed of materials that are smooth,
nonabsorbent and easily cleanable. These containers should be washed,
rinsed and sanitized with a chemical sanitizer (chorine laundry bleach
and water) after each use., The containers must be capable of

maintaining the fish and wild game at 40 F or lower during the
transportation time.

Whenever possible, wild game and fish that are seized in an unprocessed
state should be processed at a facility which is licensed by the
Department of Agriculture. If that is not practical or possible, then
the processing should take place in a facility such as a domestic or
commercial kitchen, as opposed to garages, wooden tables, etc.




Appendix B

THE POTENTIAL HEALTH HAZARDS OF CONSUMING METROPOLITAN
TWIN CITIES CANADA GEESE

Prepared by: James A. Cooper, Department of Fisheries and Wildlife,
University of Minnesota, St. Paul, MN 55108, 612-624-1223,
jac@finsandfur.fw.umn.edu.

Date: 2/28/95

Background--Extirpated from much of the region in the past century

(Dill and Lee 1970), the Canada goose (Branta canadensis) is now a
common breeding bird in many North American urban centers (Kemper
1995). Once reintroduced, low egg and bird predation, limited hunting
pressure, and an abundance of habitat in urban centers have permitted
rapid population expansion (Laycock 1982, Nelson and Oetting 1982,
Cooper 1987, Kemper 1995). For example, geese in the Twin Cities of
Minnesota have increased from less than 500 birds in 1968 (Hawkins
1970) to more than 24,000 in 1994 (Cooper In Press). Complains about
goose droppings, damage to lawns and gardens, and concerns about road
and aircraft safety (Cooper 1991) have grown concurrently with the
population (Cooper In Press).

Problems associated with expanding goose populations have lead to
intensive goose management programs. Management approaches include a
variety of procedures ranging from harassment and physcial barriers to
egg destruction, increased hunting mortality, and the relocation the birds.
Foremost among the techniques employed has been relocation where
flightless adult and young geese are captured in summer and moving to
distant locations (Cooper 1987). While relocation is the most biological
and cost effective management technique unhunted areas, the procedure
has become self-limiting as release sites have become stocked with

geese. Currently there are few release areas for adult geese thus an
alternative to relocation is needed. One option frequently suggested is the
use of the geese for human food. With thousands of geese produced
annually, the potential benefits of such a program could be significant.

Problem--There are two primary concerns with using geese captured in
urban areas for human food: Will this approach be socially acceptable and
can urban Canada geese be safely consumed by people? This report
addresses the latter.




The primary sources of potential contaminants are turf grass maintenance
chemicals (Moul and Elliott 1992) and industrial chemicals (Amundson
1988). The among the chemicals used on golf courses and other turf grass
areas, only the insecticide diazinon has been found to be highly toxic to
wildlife (Tables 1-3). Diazinon has killed ducks (Kendall et al. 1992) and
geese (Zinkl et. al 1978, Stone and Knoch 1982), but is only moderately
toxic to mammals (Gaines 1969). The chemical is unstable in the
environment (Zinkl et. al. 1978) and is not believed to be a human
carcinogen (National Cancer Institute 1979). In contrast, Amundson
(1988) detected significant PBC, dieldrin, and heptachlor residues in
Canada geese using industrial sites. Based on a consumption rate of three
geese per year, Amundson concluded that at the upper extremes of residue
concentration and consumption, the exposure to dieldrin was "higher than
the acceptable risk" for children and men.

Recommendations--Because the potential risks associated their
consumption, | recommend that geese from industrial sites not be
considered for human food until research similar to Amundson's be done
for Twin Cities' sites. Since less than 0.1% of the geese captured and
relocated in the past 10 years were found in industrial areas, such a
policy would not impact the management program. There is no evidence in
the literature to indicate that geese captured in on golf courses, parks,
and other turf grass areas are unfit human consumption. Thus, the
consumption of urban Canada geese from non-industrial sites, if socially
acceptable, would be a safe and biologically effective technique for
limiting goose numbers.
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Table 1. Toxicities of golf course fungicides.

Actlve

ngredient Species Toxicity Source

Anlazine rabbits L0q, 260 mg/kg Worthing 1987
fish toxic Adams 1987

genomyl Japanese Quail LCq >5.000 mg/kq H111 and Camardese 1336
Mallard cucklings LC¢y (8d) >500 mg/kg c1st wWorthing 1987
fish toxic Acams 1987

Chigroned Bobwhite Quail L0¢y >5000 ma/kg Worthing 1987

<

Cnlorthaloml

[prodione

Hancozeb

Metalaxyl

Quintozene

Triophanate-methyl

Thiram

Triforine

HMallard

Bobwhite Quay
Mallard duckiings
Rainbow Trout
fish

Bobwhite Quail
Mallard
honeybees

Japanese Quail
carp
tadpoles

Japanese Quail
Hallard ducklings
carp

bees and birds
rainbow trout
carp

Mallard
Bobwhite Quail

Japanese Quail
fish

Japanese Quatl

“trout

carp

Bobwhite Quatl

LDgy 5000 mg/kg

LCsy (8d) 5,200 mg/kg cret
LCsy (8d) >21.500 mg/kg diet
LCs (7) 0.25 mg/1 water
toxic

L0gy 930 mg/kg
LDgy 10.400 mg/kg
practically non-toxic

LCsy >5.000 mg/kg diet
LCq (48n) 4.0 mg/] water
LCqy (48h) 3.5 mg/1 water

LCsq >5.000 mg/kg diet
LCqy (8d) >10.000 mg/kg diet
LCq (48h) 1.8 mg/1 water

practically non-toxic
LCsy (96) >100 mg/) water
LCqy (96) >100 mg/) water

LCqy >5.000 mg/kg diet
LCey 5.000 mg/kg diet

LDqy >5.000 mg/kg
toxic

LCqy >5.000 mg/kg diet
LCq (48h) 0.13 mg/) water
LCqq (48) 4.00 mg/1 water

LDgy >5000 mg/kg

worthing 1987

Worthing 1987
Worthing 1987
Worthing 1987
Adams 1987

Worthing and Hance

Worthing 1987
Worthing 1987

Hi11 and Camardese

Worthing 1987
Worthing 1987

H111 and Camardese

Worthing
Worthing 1987

Worthing 1987
Worthing 1987
Worthing 1987

EPA 1987
EPA 1987

Worthing and Hance

Adams 1987

H111 and Camardese

Worthing 1987
Worthing 1987

Worthing 1987

1991

1986

1986

1991

1686

Adapted from (Moul and Elliott 1992).




Table 2. Toxicities of golf course herbicides.

Active
ingredient Species Texicity Source
01camba Jacanese Quar! LCqy >5.000 mg/kg A111 and Camarcese 1GE56
cnessant LD¢y 573-800 mg/kg “dams 1987
Lrout LCeq (28h) 35 mg/l weter sczams 1587
Dvauat Japanese Quarl LCqy 1.227 mg/kg 4111 and Camardese (938
Mallard L0y 564 mg/kg Acams 1987
Glyphosate Japanese Quail LCsy >5.000 mg/kg diet H111 and Camardese 1686
quarl L0z 3.850 mg/kg i¢ams 1987
trout
adult LCqy (96h) 38-97 mg/1 water Adams 1987
fingerling LCq (G6h) 1.3-42 mg/) water 4cams 1987
Hecoprop Japanese Quail LCey >5.000 mg/kg diet H111 and Camardese 1986
Paraquat Japanese Quarl LCqy 948 mg/kg diet Hill and Camardese 1986
Rainbow Trout LCgy (98N) 32 mg/1 water worthing 1987
2.4-0 Japanese Quail LCq >5.000 mg/kg diet K111 and Camardese 1986

Adapted from (Moul and Elliott 1992).




Table 3. Toxicities of golf course insecticides.

Active
ingredient Species Toxicity (ppm) Source
Cardaryl Japanese Quail LCeqy >10,000 mg/kg ciet Hill and Camardese 1986
Hallard L0cqy 2,180 mg/kg oral Adams 1987
pheasant LDegq 2,000 mg/kg oral Adams 1987
» trout Lleqo (96) .38 mg/\ water Agams 1987
Diazinon Japanese Quail LCqo 167 mg/kg diet Hill and Camarcese 1586

Oimethoate

Halathion

Mallard
pheasant
Rainbow Trout
salmon

honeybees

Mallard
trout

Mallard
salmon

gy 3.5 mg/kg oral

L0gq 4.3 mg/kg oral

LCsq (96) 2.6-3.2 mg/l water
LCgo (96) 3 mg/l water

L0gq 41.7 ma/kg oral
LCgo (96) 9 mg/t water

L0gq 1,485 mg/kg oral
LCeq (96) 0.043 mg/l water

Adams 1987
Adams 1987
Worthing 1987
Adams 1987
Worthing 1987

Adams 1987
Adams 1987

Adams 1987
Adams 1987

Adapted from (Moul and Elliott 1992).
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Appendix C

Metro Goose Food Shelf Pilot Project
COMMUNICATICNS PREPARATION

FINAL
—-15=

SITUATION ANALYSIS

To,slow the growth of the Twin Cities metro area Canada goose population—which in
some areas has become a nuisance and safety hazard—the Minnesota Department of
Natural Resources plans to capture, process, and donate to area food shelves 100 adult
geese in addition to other ongoing control work.

Uncommon 20 years ago, Canada geese in the Twin Cities metro area have grown in
number during the past two decades beyond their “social carrying capacity”—the point at
which most people will tolerate additional numbers of wildlife. Many residents of the Twin
Cities and outlying suburbs complain that geese limit their use of public recreational areas.
The 10- to 15-pound birds foul parks, golf courses, softball fields, and city lake pathways,
and intimidate children, swimmers, joggers, walkers, and cyclists. The growing goose
population also poses a significantsafety hazard at airports. Airport officials cite the birds as
hazardous to navigation, landing, and takeoff.

Canada geese were reintroduced to the metro area by citizens and some municipalities in
the 1960s. In subsequent years, the birds thrived in the excellent habitat created by the
growing combination of small ponds near lawns, parks, and golf courses that began to
replace pasture, cropland, and wetlands in the outer ring suburbs. As grazers, geese prefer
short grass with nearby water unobstructed by tall plants. ‘

The geese also benefited from the lack of predators which would have kept their
numbers down. The burgeoning goose populations received additional protection as the
municipalities closed hunting within their jurisdictional limits.

Since the early 1970s, metro cities and suburbs have asked the DNR to help control
goose numbers. Since then, state wildlife managers have used several methods to slow the
Canada goose population growth. These include chasing' the birds off parks and golf
courses with noise-makers and other repellents, recommending changes in landscapes to
reduce goose habitat, expanding the hunting season in the metro area and encouraging
municipalities to allow hunting, and trapping and relocating adult geese and goslings.

Of these, the most cost-effective control methods have been the hunting season—in
which approximately 12,000 geese are shot by hunters in the seven-sounty metro area each




year—and the the trap-and-relocate program—worked cooperatively with the University of
Minnesota—which moves up to 4,000 geese from the metro area to other states and other
parts of Minnesota.

So far, these various activities have successfully reduced the rate of growth of the
goose population in the metro area and reduced the nuisance problems of geese in specific
areas. They have also ensured that the costs associated with goose control are borne by
those receiving the control.

These activities are succeeding at keeping the metro goose population stable. However,
the DNR will soon run out of places to relocate the geese trapped each summer. All
available habitat in Minnesota is or will soon be at full capacity. Several other
municipalities—such as Rochester, Grand Marais, Virginia, and Willmar—are now
experiencing the same nuisance problems seen in the metro area. And few states are any
longer requesting geese, having begun experiencing goose problems of their own.

The DNR shares responsibility for managing the metro goose population. Yet the
agency is unable to expand hunting opportunities in the area and is faced with having no
place to put the geese it captures. Therefore, it plans to explore the feasibility of processing
some of the birds and donating them to area food shelves.

COMMUNICATIONS PLAN OBJECTIVE
Gain public acceptance of the food shelf program as a viable option for goose control in the

metro area.

AUDIENCES

1. Goose hunters and conservation groups (GU, MWA, DU, MCF)

2. Park-users (Softball players, golfers, joggers, cyclists, Mpls. Parks and Rec Board)
3. Non-park-users (remaining citizens) '

4. Animal rights organizations (especially PETA), animal rights sympathizers

5. Government internal (CMT, Enforcement, SMT, governor’s office, Dept. Ag., Dept.
Health, U of M, MS Flyway Council, other states, food shelves)

6. Outdoors media (O.N., Niskanen, Anderson/Schara, Cook, and maybe MPR or Joe
Soucheray or Barbara Flanagan, Doug Growe, Doug Tice if needed)

CURRENT ATTITUDES AND PERCEPTIONS
1. Frustrated that can’t get access to hunting areas in metro. Can’t understand why too
many geese when I can’t even shoot one. Don’t believe too many-geese outstate because




none in my area. DNR not addressing needs of hunters. Can’t understand why DNR can’t
put more geese on public areas.

2. Don’t like geese, which they view as long-necked rats. Support DNR efforts and
encourage them to do more. Might feel uneasy about the DNR killing the birds, however,
if we don’t convince them it is the only LOGICAL solution to THEIR problem.

3. Indifferent about geese or like them. Don’t know of the goose problem. Would possibly
(likely?) be critical of DNR killing geese.

4. Love geese. Would protest any DNR efforts to kill geese or other wildlife, for any
reason. Want DNR to explore non-lethal options more fully, or want rest of the public to
just put up with geese. Live and let live attitude, despite proven problems.

5. Don’t fully understand the process used by the DNR so far to arrive at control
suggestions. Don’t fully recognize the potential for problems if this pilot project not
communicated clearly to the public. Other states perceive threat to their hunting
opportunities if MN goose numbers reduced.

6. Likely to be supportive of DNR efforts, unless they perceive this is a threat to hunters
and hunting opportunities..

DESIRED ATTITUDES AND PERCEPTIONS

1. Believe the DNR has done all it can to improve goose hunting opportunities in the metro
area. Accept the fact that rural Minn. is at capacity for additional Canada geese. DNR is
taking a logical approach to managing the metro goose population. If they want more
hunting, they need to take their case to the local municipalities.

2. DNR is doing all it can to control metro goose population. Land use and other factors
adding to the problem are beyond DNR control. The food shelf program is a sensible
option for controlling metro geese. DNR can’t relocate geese to public rural land because
geese move and will end up causing problems for nearby farmers and towns.

3. There is a big problem. DNR’s approach is logical and sensible. Poor people will benefit
from the project.

4. DNR has strong public support for this pilot project.

5. The food shelf project proposal is the result of a process that has identified problems and
explored all other options.

6. DNR wants to use hunting as a control method, but can’t beyond what it is now doing.
DNR is taking a logical approach to managing metro geese.

ACTION (what do we want people to do or not do?)
1. Not criticize the DNR for not meeting desires of some goose hunters




2. Support with phone calls and letters to DNR, legislators, and newspapers the DNR’s
efforts to keep goose numbers under control.

3. Not sue us. Not call or write DNR, newspapers, legislators complaining about the goose
processing project.

4. Not protest too aggressively against this project.

5. To back this proposal and speak of its need with a consistent message.

6. Support DNR in editorials.

MAIN MESSAGE

The DNR, which is for urban geese and wants public to value these wildlife, is adding an
additional tool to its rational, humane, and innovative approaches to the metro goose
problem, which still leave plenty of geese around for those who like the birds, but
improves life for those bothered by geese.

MAIN ARGUMERNT

The metro area has too many geese and municipalities are asking us to help them reduce
numbers. We can either leave the situation as it is or take some away. We’ve run out of
places to put them, so we can either kill some and dispose of them or kill some and give
the meat to food shelves.

EVALUATION (How do we know if we succeed?)
1. Pilot project allowed to proceed; 2. DNR is able to continue using food shelf program as
an option for goose control in the metro area.

ACTIVITIES and TIMELINE (underlined items are communications activities,
¢ indicates completed activity)
Week of Jan. 20
- Wildlife okays the proposed pilot project ¢/
* DNR asks other states and provinces if they want geese. ¢/
ins initial con with fi nd flyw ncils (TL) ¢/
Week of Feb. 6

* DNR meets with GU to tell them of the agency’s goose management plans (GU
board supports food shelf proposal) (TL, TB)¢’

» Implementation commi m n ign mmunicatons nsibiliti

Week of Feb. 13




« Tim to call Sen. Merriam to tell them of the problem and explain the logic of the
proposed project. (TB) v/

» Wildlife to send feasability studv proposal with cover letter to CMT and Governor’s
office. A special briefing will be scheduled if necessary. (TL) ¢

- Wildlife to request a federal permit for killing the geese. ¢/

« DNR 1 MWA.D nd FWLA to infi hem of our plans and follow up wi
meetings if necessary. (TB) ¢/

Week of Feb. 27
< « DNR, Cooper, and AGO to meet to discuss results of Cooper’s lit. review and

proposal. ¢/
. r : DNR to send Dr. r a letter outlining plans and advisin fMt
relate information to municipalities on March 4. (TL, JC) ¢/
Week of March 6
« March 6 (Mon.): DNR to send letter to all metro legislators informing them of plan
and date of press release. (TL) ¢/
e« March 7 (Tues.);
Fax PETA in New Jersey and Twin Cities releasev”
Fax release (call Qutdoor News. SPPP, and Strib, alerting them to
release) to metro media and outstate dailiesy”
« March 8,9,10 (Wed., Thurs., Friday): Spokesperson available all day
to answer questions from media (TD) and direct calls as necessary ¢
« March 8 (Wed.): News packet is mailed out, arrives to media Friday and

Saturday.v/

 June 15 (Friday.): U of M to issue media advisory of media day at Normandale
Lakev/ _

» October : Food banks to issue press release an success of program for people in
need v/

ADDITIONAL COMMUNICATIONS ACTIVITIES
Compile list of names and numbers to pass on to inguiring media: (TD) ¢/
» Jim Cooper (esp. for the “do nothing” option)
» Citizens (via Cooper)
e Airports
* Parks
» Municipalities
Prepare soundbites summarizing issue (TD, TL) ¢/




Prepare responses to past PETA responses to our ¢laims (TD, JC) ¢/
Ask support staff to keep track of calls for and against (TL) ¢/

Meet with k ff fter announcemen vi ion plan in f pr
negative media coverage, ete, (all key staff) v/
Eval iviti fterw nd di resul ith k ff. Note recommendations for

future media plans

KEY DNR STAFF

Tim Bremicker (TB), Tom Isley (TT), Blair Joselyn (BJ), Ed Boggess (EB), Roger
Johnson (RJ), Tim Wallace (TW), Jon Parker (JP), Tom Keefe (TK), Tom Landwehr
(TL), Jeff Lawrence (JL), Tom Dickson (TD)

OTHER MAJOR PLAYERS
Jim Cooper (U of M), Steve Wilds (USFWS)




Appenaix v

- STATE OF

INNESOTA

, DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
PHONENO. (612) 296-5290 FILENO.

October 1995

Dear Consumer:

The Department of MNatural Resources Is doing a survey to see what
you think of our goose meat product. We would appreciate your
taking the time fo provide some comments and ideas on what you
thought of the goose meat product you recelived. Since this is a
study your comments and suggestions are very valuable.

Please complete the following questionnalire and mall I+ to me In
the attached envelope.

Note: these were wild Canada geese and although the chance Is
remote they may be carrying steel shot in their meat from hunting. §

The steel shot can hurt you teeth if you bite down on one. Just be
careful when chewling.

Thank you and If you have any questions please call.
Sincerely:

I
g?ykeéggz‘—

Wildlife Specialist
18310 Zodiac Street.
Forest Lake, Minnesota 55025

PLEASE CIRCLE YOUR ANSWER OR WRITE IN YOUR COMMENTS

1. Have you ever had goose meat In the last 10 years...

A. No B. yes

2, Did you eat this goose meat product...
Yes (go on to question #3)

No (please comment on why you did not use the product
and then sftop and mail In the questionnaire)
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PLEASE TURN OVER AND COMPLETE THE BACK SIDE

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER




3, Please rank how well you Ilked this goose meat from 1 to 10
(with 10 being a high rating)...

4, |f you hatec¢ ft = WHY? or if you loved it - WHY?

o e o s s St e St i A s T A e St Sy T Y T o o s e S} Sk S e e s S ) ot e e ey et ol D S DS D St S S ) e S P T Al S ]l S D D S ] D S e S e
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5. How did you cook the goose ...

6. Would you use this goose meat again if offered.

Yes NO (If no, why not ?) ___ __ _______

7. Please provide any additional comments or suggestlons you may
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Please return this questlionnalre In the attached envelope or to
the address |isted at the bottom of the letter. Thank You.






